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Presentation Overview

« Framing analysis results

— TMP goals and outcomes

— Plan elements and progress

— Corridor analysis findings

— Long-range high capacity transit network

* Bus priority corridors approach

« High capacity candidate corridor analysis




Framing Analysis Results



Transit Master Plan Goals

« Make it easier and more
desirable for people to take
transit

* Respond to the needs of
vulnerable populations

« Meet sustainability, growth
management, and economic
goals

* Create great places where
modes connect

« Advance implementation
within constraints




Planning Outcomes

 Inform policy makers of the value of major transit investments

« Position the City to seek capital grant funding (inform next
phase of study)

« Set a long-term direction for local transit development

Eugene has chosen BRT as a
primary mode system development



Plan Elements and Progress 1 — Completed

P — In Progress

&

Goal setting

Existing conditions and gaps

|dentify priority transit corridors (Top 15)

|dentify high capacity transit (HCT) corridors

Define long-range HCT network

Projects and implementation priority for bus corridors
Projects, mode, and phasing for HCT priority corridors
Service design and operations guidance

Facility improvements

Programs to develop ridership
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Performance monitoring



©2011 5 T ) "
@spo1 \ 1

Al fights reserved. Produced by the Seattie Department \
of Transportation. No warranties of any sort, including %

accuracy, finess of merchantability, accompany this \
product \

PLOT DATE - <06/2011>

Corridor Analysis EasEaa
Fhuﬂngs __gr "xf

od

--O"

Bitter Lak Lai® city

Greenw

North Beach

—D=

T Crown Hill

» Top 15 corridors serve as | Yy a\ f
priority transit network RN |
Speed and reliability woe Y Q. A
Right-of-way priorities = 9 )
Pedestrian access e f—
e . Raill Bus 20 Wes}lal;'éuutj ﬁ
Facilities CECITI T | o GG
« Each merits investment in [t | L
! R )\Mount Baker

20-year plan horizon

BeaconpHill

West Seattle

Y ©olumbiayCity
Georgelown B Seward Park
RainierWValley

RainiegBeach

South.Park

White Center




Corridor Analysis /
Findings P s Mk

I Crown Hill Maple Leaf
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Evaluation identified L
four HCT candidate \\
corridors

i UniversityDistrict

Magnolia

HCT corridors are a

step toward long-range
HCT network

Modes to be Evaluated

Rail/ Bus .
Rapid | Rapid | Rapid |Frequent
Streetcar | Transit Bus Bus

Harbor
Island

& | ink Rail Rapid Network

leacon Hill
West Seattle
4‘0“1'11775,3 City



This map illustrates a long-range vision for the
development of a top quality network of transit
H < I corridors that will carry high volumes of travelers,
L O n — R a n e operate at speeds competitive with any other
mode, run on facilities that allow high levels

of reliability and protection from traffic
congestion, and are connected by hubs

that are great places for people.
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Bus Priority Corridors
Approach



Phasing for Priority
Bus Corridors

PRINCIPLES

* Leverage existing and
planned investments
(transit, bicycle, and
pedestrian)

Focus first on highest
ridership corridor

segments

Consider land use
CEOINESS

Maximize value of
I\EIMERS




Bus Corridor Toolbox: What is Seattle Doing?
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15 Business access transit lanes Bus-only signal
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Bus Corridor Toolbox:

What 1s Next?

Contraflow bus lane and double bike lanes

Raised bus boarding platform —
designated loading zones

Innovative bus-bike treatments —
colored bike lanes through transit center



CORRIDOR 2
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CORRIDOR 2
WHITE CENTER - DELRIDGE - DOWNTOWN SEATTLE

Weekday Riders (2030) Net New Riders

up to 6,600 Rriders up to 1,000 New Riders

* Bus priority and

HCT metrics help

2030 Weekday Riders per Revenue Service Hour

to determine best A A o Riders per Hour

potential mix of _

i nve Stm e n tS Annual Operating Costs Operating Cost per Ride
$ $ $ $ $ $5 million $ $ $2.50 per Ride

Capital Costs

Non-Vehicle Capital Costs Annualized' Capital Costs per Net New Rider

ﬁggﬁg $1 million $ $ $ $35 per New Rider

Capital Costs per Mile*

$ $135,000 per mile

Travel Time Savings

Estimated End-to-End Travel Time Savings from Capital
Improvements per Direction?

1.7 minutes




Center City Bus
Priorities

« 39 Avenue transit
spine improvements

* Yesler electrification
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* Denny electrification
and bus corridor
enhancements
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High Capacity Candidate
Corridor Analysis



HCT Candidate
Corridors

 8: Roosevelt —
U-District — SLU —
Downtown

 11: Ballard —
Fremont — SLU —
Downtown

 6: Madison —
Capitol/First Hill —
Downtown —
Colman Dock
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connectors
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What Is a Transit Mode?

Mode is distinguished by more than its vehicle

Right-of-way design and management

Service characteristics (e.g., frequency, span of service, reliability)
Stations
Vehicles

Fare collection
Infrastructure

Technology
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Components of a Mode

Right of Way
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Service Characteristics

Station/Stop Spacing

2to 3 Blocks
Along Corridor

Fare Collection




Selecting a Preferred Mode “f:'""‘f'
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« Customers most value speed and
reliability

« With high level of ROW prioritization,
bus and rail can both deliver speed
and reliability

21



Differentiating Measures

 Performance
— Ridership
— GhG emissions reduction

* Value
mmm) - Cost per new rider gained
(capital and operating)
— Ability to leverage economic
development (capacity)

3.50 *

3.00

2.50

* Quality
— Comfort and ride quality
— Contribution to placemaking

* Frequent

Cost per boarding
N
(=]
S

¢ Streetcar

=
wn
o

100 120 140 160 180 200
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CORRIDOR 6

CAPITOL HILL-DOWNTOWN . . .
* Rail capacity merited,

but not feasible

No net new operating
cost

Opportunity to
T leverage trolley bus
o PrpesdSttien replacement for

Rioute Extensiors beyond BRT Segment

¥y  Segments - Cros Section Reference e-BRT

ST Link Light Rl / Stations

BRT
up to 14,000 Riders
{Hg New Hiﬂ.e’rs- ﬁ-,znolllli:lersjl g $ * A# $ $1-05

Enhanced
up to 12,500 ri Bus
(Nﬁﬂew nide’é- 4.5::5:5351 # $ * # $ % # ﬁ $1.70




« Rail has potential to

CORRIDOR 11
LOYAL HEIGHTS-BALLARD-FREMONT-SOUTH LAKE UNION-DOWNTOWN
N %E : F ®

24

deliver ~20% more
riders than BRT in 2030

e Corridor has more net
new riders than any
other

 Ralil has lowest

Assumes rail or BRT operates
=% = in mixed traffic on existing
Mew transit bike / ped bridgaty, =&y bridge. Cost analysis assumes
Rail or BRT operates in '-’g ol this option.

oxclusive lanes.

s Cornidor .l!d'r_gnrred
0 Pmoposed Stations

mmm  Alignment Altermative - All Modes

operating cost per net
new rider

Center City BRT & Enhanced Bus

M aligrrment Options
L

Segrments - Cross Section Reference
ST Link Light Rail / Statiars

up to 26,000 Riders

(Met New Riders - 12,500 Riders)

up to 21,000 Riders
(Net New Riders - 9,500 Riders)

up to 16,000 Rriders
(Net New Riders -6,400 Riders)



CORRIDOR 1
LOYAL HEIGHTS-BALLARD-FREMONT-SOUTH LAKE UNION-DOWNTOWN
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 BRT capital cost is ~33%
of rail capital cost

« Value (e.g., cost per
Increment of new
ridership) is more telling
than total cost

« Operating costs are born
locally; capital can
receive significant federal
match

Rail SEECLEEES Q erwm

CUES sapmillon
$SS SSSESSS ($47 million per mile)
$S8s

BRT gSSSSSSSSS $111 million

($16 million per mile)

$17 million

($3 million per mile)

TTYIY 6185

BRT

$588589% $2.20

Enhan

“ SERE84888R88R884 sac0

TER8848488 5300

BRT

SERS9859 $2.60

Ei

EaREhEhEs s340
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CORRIDOR 11
LOYAL HEIGHTS-BALLARD-FREMONT-SOUTH LAKE UNION-DOWNTOWN

* Rail capacity merited in peak and midday

 Peak demand suggests need for extended streetcar vehicles
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RIDEREHIP ESTIMATES |DEMAMD)
Rapid Streedcar Priential Demand

e B FIRT Pyl Cerriand

Enranced Bur Potenfal Demand

CAPACITY ESTIMATEE [SUPPLY)
Coupled Sheelar Capacity: 320 with standees,
7.5 o 10 min. hendways
Articulnled Stresicar Capachy: 200 wit standees,
7.5 o 10 min. hendways
— - — ElHoch Aficulabed BRT Viehicle Capacily: 130 wih =bsrdees,
5o 8 min. headways

GlHook Arficulabed Bus Capaciy- 35 wilh standees,
5o 8 min. headways

Pamsangar irs of oy e b or M flacs @



CORRIDOR 1
LOYAL HEIGHTS-BALLARD-FREMONT-SOUTH LAKE UNION-DOWNTOWN

« Westlake provides opportunity for fully dedicated running way




CORRIDOR 1
LOYAL HEIGHTS-BALLARD-FREMONT-SOUTH LAKE UNION-DOWNTOWN

Mode Decision Factors Enféaunsced

PERFORMANCE
Ridership

GhG Emissions Reduction

VALUE

Operating cost per net new rider

Total annualized cost per new rider
(capital and operating)

Ability to leverage economic
development

QUALITY
Comfort and ride quality

Placemaking benefit




CC1 CC2
LOWER QUEEN ANNE - DOWNTOWN JSOUTH LAKE UNION -DOWNTOWN

* Rall is preferred
mode for
“Downtown J )

QUEEN ANNE AVEN

=

FAIRVIEW AVEN

Terminus 2" existing SLU streetcal

CO n n e Cto r” O pti O n S i \ HARRISON ST P

WESTLAKE AVE N
—

THOMAS ST

s 9

() CCl and CCZ oy S RN

should not be
viewed as exclusive *
options; they serve SO
different markets o oz o5 S RN

PIKEST

BROADWAY

Corridor Alignment
Proposed Stations

e Connecting SLU
and First Hill g
Streetcars can be
part of the Center
City network
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Next Steps



Upcoming Council
Discussions

« September 13:
Executive Summary,
modal recommendations,
design standards

« September 27:
Draft TMP complete,
community outreach plan
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